REMARKS 

Claim 28 has been amended. Claims 28-47 are presently pending, of which 
claims 39-47 have been withdrawn from consideration. 

The Examiner is thanked for the courtesies extended during the interview 
conducted August 15, 2005. 

Enclosed with this Amendment is a copy of the Declaration under Rule 1.132 
dated December 25, 2004 ("Declaration"), which was submitted with the amendment 
filed December 30, 2004. 

In view of the amendment to claim 28, the previously filed Declaration, the 
Supplemental Declaration under Rule 1.132 submitted with this response and the 
following remarks, reconsideration and allowance of the claims, as presently presented, 
are respectfully requested. 

EXAMINER^S ACTION 

Claims 28-38 stand rejected as being obvious over Craven in view of Polymer 
Science. Claim 28, as amended to eliminate the recitation that the article is a "shoe 
sole", and claims 29-38, which depend directly or indirectly upon claim 28, clearly are 
patentable over the cited references. 

As discussed during the Examiner interview, Craven teaches particles over a 

wide range that is greater than the claimed range of an average particle size of less 

than 10 microns. In response to the Examiner's statement that there is no showing of 

unexpected results for a layer of 10 microns or less, applicant submits a Supplemental 

Declaration under Rule 132 showing experimental results for a tire at thicknesses below 

0.2 microns and as high as 105 microns. Referring to Section III of the Supplemental 

Declaration and also to Section (3) of the previously filed Declaration, it is shown that an 
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optimal energy consumption is achieved in the claimed range of 0.01 to 10 microns, as 
required by claim 28. It is respectfully submitted that the combination of the cited 
references does not teach or suggest that the optical energy consumption is achieved 
by providing an article with the film thickness and particle size as required by claim 28. 

Accordingly, claims 28-38 are not obvious over the cited art and withdrawal of the 
Section 103 rejection is, therefore, respectfully requested. 



For the foregoing reasons, it is believed that all of the claims, as presently 
presented, are patentable. 

The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned if it is believed that further 
amendment and/or discussion would help to advance the prosecution of the present 
application. 

Reconsideration and allowance of claims 28-38 are, therefore, respectfully 
requested. 
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CONCLUSION 
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